ABSTRACT. This paper reports on the findings of research that seeks to construct and test an owner experience index. By doing so, the relationships among stage of firm, years of management experience (stock) and breadth (diversity) of experience are also examined. The latent structure of experience is best described by a six-factor solution, the dimensions of which include: small firm, operational, fiscal, marketing, technology, and innovation management. Contrary to previous research, this study suggests that, with the exception of technology-related experience, all dimensions of experience are stable across stage of firm. At the variable level, adopting new technology, new product development, on-line communications, promotions and advertising, and software skills have the highest discrimination power between business owners who intend to grow the firm and those who do not. The implications for future research are considered.
The objective of this study is to develop and test an instrument for measuring aspects of experience. The paper seeks to build on the conceptual framework advanced by Reuber and Fischer (1999) , who describe experience as reflective of stocks and streams of experience. Briefly, stocks of experience are "antecedents of present and future states" and are associated linearly with expertise and dominant logic (1999: 31) . Streams of experience reflect the learning process and are continuous. This research focuses on the definition and measurement of experiential stock. Reuber and Fischers' conceptual model also suggests that experience is linked to cognitive decision-making. The paper therefore explores the association between stocks of experience, the conscious decision to pursue (or not) a growth strategy, and stage of firm development.
Study Rationale
Examining stocks of owner experience and their associations with growth intention are important for several reasons. First, researchers and practitioners seek clarification about the nature of entrepreneurial experience and competencies. For example, Lievens, Sanchez and Corte (2004: 882) note that a recent examination of the ABI/INFORM database on competency modeling found over 500 articles published between 1995 and 2003. This compares to 87 articles between 1985 and 1995. Many training programs also seek to qualify owner experience during client intake and prior to venture start-up. Currently, training organizations, bankers, venture capitalists, government agencies and individuals employ a variety of diagnostics to assess, assist, and make decisions about SME owners. 1 However, few diagnostics report scale construction, validity and reliability (Smith and Morse, 2005) . This is a concern as trainers and educators may assume otherwise.
2 Hence, development of reliable diagnostics may assist training agencies and business owners in better understanding clients' development needs and risks.
Second, the development of robust psychometrics and diagnostics employed in other professional domains (e.g., IQ, SAT, GMAT measures) encourages this sphere of study (Jaskolka, Beyer and Trice, 1985; Judge, Cable, Boudreau and Bretz, 1995) . The widespread use of these metrics shows that it is feasible to develop measures of knowledge and ability. An important step in the development of entrepreneurial diagnostics is to build a cadre of indices. Such diagnostics can be employed in subsequent research to compare and contrast relevance and reliability and in theoretical paradigms to explain the links among experience, expertise, competence and performance (e.g., stocks versus streams of experience; managerial versus industrial versus entrepreneurial experience, etc.).
Third, researchers report a lack of conceptual development, data accessibility and (Gasse and Tremblay, 2006 ) none of the above diagnostics provide information about their history, construction or reliability. See also US-based consortiums such as Competency-based Economies through Formation of Enterprise (http://www.cefe.net/forum/cefe-en.pdf) and The Consortium for Entrepreneurship Education (http://www.entre-ed.org/Standards_Toolkit/), and UK partnerships such as the INOVATE project (http://www.agentfactory.com/Inovate/Home.htm), as cited by Smith and Morse (2005) . 2. For example, a recent Canadian study of small business advisors about management skill diagnostics suggests respondents' primary concern was increased awareness of and access to existing tools (Industry Canada, 2006: ii) . Respondents also indicated that tool validation would help advisors select effective ones and increase the buy-in of entrepreneurs.
methodological issues (Smith and Morse, 2005) and note the need to identify or specify types of experience that are consequential to venture performance (Fischer and Reuber, 1999) . Moreover, much of the empirical research has focused on large industrial firms or other large non-manufacturing businesses (McGee and Peterson, 2000: 22) . As such, this paper builds upon Fischer and Reuber's (1995 Reuber's ( , 1999 well-received theoretical model of small firm founder experience, which is also suited to the longer-term objectives of this research program: to create a practical index of experience that can be employed by training agencies for client self-evaluation prior to program and/or venture start-up. Finally, examination of experience and owner intention is a suitable cognitive domain of study given research that reports intention is found to be a reliable predictor of behaviour (Cliff, 1998; Kruger and Carsrud, 1993; Kruger et al., 2000) . Intention is also seen to moderate the influence of experience on competencies and venture performance. Finally, previous studies have relied heavily upon exploratory factor analysis to determine the underlying constructs of experience or competence. This paper seeks to build on this literature by employing confirmatory factor analysis and by examining the stability of experience over the stage of firm and owner intentions.
To do so, the next section presents a summary of the literature, including definitions of experience and findings about potential associations among experience, competence, intention and performance in the small-firm context. Study propositions are then advanced, and the research methodology and empirical findings are presented. The paper closes with a discussion of findings, study limitations and recommendations for future research.
Review of Literature
For the purpose of this research, experience is defined as exposure to or familiarity with a knowledge domain. Experience reflects involvement in an activity leading to an increase in expertise, knowledge, skill and competence (adapted from Encarta Dictionary, 2006). The majority of entrepreneurship studies that have examined owner experience have employed a definition that equates experience and expertise to duration of experience in business ownership or industry engagement (Smith and Morse, 2005: 11) .
Employing financial metaphors to construct a conceptual paradigm of experience, Reuber (1995, 1999) postulate that experience is comprised of stocks and streams of knowledge. Stock of experience is akin to a balance sheet, where an individual or a team possesses an inventory of accrued experiential assets at a given period of time. In the same way that there are different elements on a balance sheet, an individual or team will possess different types or stocks of experiences." Reuber and Fischer present two key properties of stock experience: depth and breadth or diversity of experience. Diversity is conceptualized as a number of functional areas, industries or organizations in which the owner has worked or managed. Depth reflects the tenure, duration or years of the experience. The model also posits that expertise is acquired through time and extensive repetition of experience and tasks. Fischer (1995, 1999) surmise that depending on the environmental context, duration, tenure, or depth of experience can be viewed as an asset or liability. For example, experience may provide exposure to different environments, allowing individuals to discern different environmental threats.
Drawing on corporate workplace learning, performance can also be enhanced through input from diverse groups of individuals, high-stress situations, knowledge acquired through business conditions and setbacks (McCall, Lombardo and Morrison, 1988 as cited by Rueber and Fischer, 1999: 35) . Familiarity may create loss of flexibility (or ability to swing with the punches), and/or slow down learning. Finally, stocks of experience have been characterized as assets with diminishing return and/or limited shelf life. Reuber and Fischer describe a second perspective of experience, coined "streaming." This perspective suggests that the learning process is continuous, although one would expect a very intense learning period when a venture is new. The primary focus on inquiry for examining streaming experiences is the firm. Conversely, the appropriate unit of analysis for examining stocks of experience is the owner or founder.
Orser (1997) defines experience as "managerial capacity" or the accumulation of knowledge of the owner and management team. She argues that managerial capacity reflects elements of commercial, human resource, financial, technological, networking, marketing and domestic experience.
3 Gasse and Tremblay (2006) , in the development of their "entrepreneurial awareness" instrument, postulate that experience is reflected within the profile or background attributes (e.g., age, gender, education, and parents). Their on-line instrument asks respondents two questions pertaining to business experience: "Have you ever worked for yourself" and "What is your occupational [level] and/or profession?" 4 More recently, Lee and Tsang (2001: 590) suggest that entrepreneurs' experience consists of three components: entrepreneurial, industrial and managerial. Industrial experience refers to experience in the industry that the venture is in. Managerial experience is the total experience in management regardless of the industry. Entrepreneurial experience is defined as the number of previous new venture involvements and the level of the management role played in such a venture (as defined by Stuart and Abetti, 1990: 151) .
Overall, researchers tend to use the terms experience and competence interchangeably (Smith and Morse, 2005) . Hence, further examination of competence research is warranted. Competence differs (implicitly or explicitly) from stocks of experience in that experience is a precursor to competence. Jacobs and Pons (1994) define "competence" in terms of results, such as the ability to perform management functions effectively in a work-related situation. Hines (1995) views competencies as "outcomes rather than subject area." McCurry (1994) emphasizes interactions that lead to "solv[ing] real workplace problems," while McGowan et al. (2001:127) surmise that " [c] ompetencies are variously defined as the ability to use knowledge and skills effectively in the performance of a managerial role (Klemp, 1980; Boyatzzis, 1982; Middleton and Long, 1990) ."
In a review of measures to estimate distinctive competencies, McGee and Peterson (2000) report that early research (primarily in the 1980s) employed nominal and singleitem scales to measure the relative strength of functional activities. For example, Snow and Hrebiniak (1983) asked executives to rate the firm's functional activities as strong, weak, or average. Functional activities included general management, financial, marketing/selling, market research, product and development, engineering, production, distribution, legal affairs and personnel. Subsequent small business research has witnessed an expansion in both the attributes of competence and in terms of assessment criteria that anchor competence (e.g., self-perceptions about ability, strategic significance, importance, activities, awareness and adoption). Hitt and Ireland (1985) measured 55 distinctive competencies on a seven-point scale ranging from "greatest strategic significance" to "strategically insignificant." Acar (1993) (Chandler and Jansen, 1992; Edelman, Brush and Manolova, 2001) ; market decision-making competencies (Cummins, Gilmore and Carson, Undated) ; export competencies (Julien and Ramangalahy, 2003) ; technical capability/computer technology competencies (Zinger, LeBrasseur and Zanibbi, 2001) ; innovative competencies (Lefebvre and Lefebvre, 2000) ; Euro/SME management competencies (Eyre and Smallman, 1998) ; and process competencies (Chandler and Jansen; Woolgar et al., 1998; Iles and Yolles, 2002; Hansen, Sondergard and Meredith, 2002; Van Gils and Zwart, 2004) .
Competencies have also been constituted as behaviours. Man and Lau (2001) report competence in terms of entrepreneurial behaviours including: opportunity competencies (e.g., recognizing market opportunities); relationship competencies (e.g., person-to-person or individual-to-group interactions); conceptual competencies (e.g., different conceptual abilities); organizational competencies (e.g., organization of internal/external human, physical, financial and technological resources); strategic competencies (e.g., seeing, evaluating and implementing the strategies of the firm) and commitment competencies (drive).
In summary, experience and competence are interrelated and multi-dimensional. Experience is a precursor of competence and is seen to reflect stocks and streams of primarily entrepreneurial, managerial, and functional knowledge encounters (Chandler and Jansen, 1992; Smith and Morse, 2005) . Stocks of experience also reflect depth and diversity of knowledge and encounters that may lead to enhanced expertise. It is not clear how depth and diversity of experience are associated. The literature also reports that there are no well-received indices to capture the diverse composition of experience.
Associations Between Experience and Venture Performance
Research consistently reports links between management experience and venture performance (Cooper, Woo and Dunkleberg, 1989; Bates, 1990; Keeley and Rourse, 1990; Van de Ven, Hudson and Schroeder, 1984) . As Smith and Morse (2005: 11) report: … Shane and colleagues (Shane & Khurana, 2003; Shane & Stuart, 2002) conceptualized human capital as an initial resource endowment using founders' previous experience (e.g., industry experience, start-up experience, firm financing experience). Using US patent data at MIT from 1980 and 1996, they found that only the industry experience variable was significantly related to time-to-IPO in the regression analyses. Similarly, Sapienza and Grimm (1997) posed that founder characteristics (general education level, number of business courses, and previous experience, among others) have direct impact on firm performance. Through a series of OLS regressions on a longitudinal survey data of 70 short-line railroads, they found significant relationships. Although they also included strategy and structure variables in the model, they only tested these models separately. (2003). However, the relationship between experience and venture performance is neither straightforward nor linear. Lee and Tsang (2001) present a multivariate framework model (employing partial least squares method) to examine the influence of experience, education, personality (need for achievement, internal locus of control, self-reliance, and extroversion), size of partnership(s), networks and size and nature of communications on venture performance. Results indicated that experience, networking, number of partners, and personality (internal locus of control, need for achievement) had a positive impact on venture growth. Self-reliance and extroversion had a negative impact on number of partnerships and a positive impact on networking activities. "Our findings indicate that among all the factors that we have considered, entrepreneurs' industrial and management experience is the dominating factor affecting venture growth" (Lee and Tsang, 2001: 583) .
Six Canadian studies further demonstrate the complex association between experience (expertise, competence) and venture performance. Dyke, Reuber and Fischer (1992) employ a composite estimate of experience (e.g., years of owner experience, years of experience with similar products and services, years in previous businesses which the owner helped to start, and business ownership previous to owning the current firm) to examine the association between experiences and venture performance. Not all stocks of experience were linked to performance. Previous experience in management, previous experience in the industry in which the current firm operates, and previous start-up experience were positively associated with performance. However, number of years of previous business ownership (experience running an entrepreneurial firm) was not related to performance. Orser (1997) employed logistic regression to examine the associations among a second composite of experience (management capacity), owner intention and (high/low) firm growth. Breadth or diversity of experience was based on total number of experiences the respondents had undertaken within 4 functional areas (general management, strategic management/planning, human resource management and marketing). Less diversity of management experience, the intention not to expand the firm, and being female were associated with low-growth ventures. Conversely, diversity of management experience, being male, and an intention to grow were associated with high growth. Similarly, Gasse (1997) and Newton (2001) report about the temporal nature of experience and competence. Both researchers suggest that competencies or expertise and experience change or evolve over the stage of the firm.
Mitchell, Mitchell and Smith (2004) examined the relationship among venture failure, experience, and perceived expertise in order to determine if less-experienced entrepreneurs were "untempered", "unskilled and unaware" (as argued by Kruger and Dunning, 1999) . "In our focused interviews we sought to resolve the apparent paradox for lowexperience entrepreneurs: that if you haven't failed you are less likely to accurately assess 392 ORSER, CEDZYNSKI AND THOMAS _________________________ 5. The study employed a self-report multi-item scale to estimate experience (e.g., I have started three or more businesses, at least one of which is a profitable, on-going entity; I have started at least one business that has your own expertise…" 5 The team reported high confidence levels in the comments of lowexperience entrepreneurs who had not failed. Conversely, new venture failure experience appeared to have played a positive role in start-up expertise.
Finally, Zinger et al. (2001) report on a three-factor construct of experience (managerial, marketing and technical capabilities), drawn from 10 questions measuring management capability. Marketing ability was the most significant catalyst of micro-enterprise performance. The association between technology capability and performance was not significant.
Overall, it is observed that experience, competence, expertise, intention, and performance appear to be associated. While experience is one of many cognitive factors linked to performance, it seems also to be a dominant influence and experience tempers executive decision-making. It is not yet clear, however, what stocks or types of experience are more likely to be associated (if at all) with intention and stage of firm.
Study Propositions
The study first sought to examine the construct of "entrepreneurial" experience by posing the question: Is entrepreneurial experience a unique stock of experience or a subset of functional and industrial experience? In other words, can entrepreneurial experience be described adequately using traditional management categories such as general management, financial, marketing/selling, market research, and product and development (as described by Snow and Hrebiniak, 1983 , among others)? Alternatively, is entrepreneurial experience significantly different from managerial and industrial experience? The study also sought to explore the relationship between diversity (breadth) and depth (years) of experience, the extent to which stocks of experience are acquired over time, and if specific type(s) of experience are associated with the intention of owners to grow the firm. To examine these questions, the following four sets of hypotheses are advanced:
H1a been in existence for at least two years; I have significant career experience that makes me highly familiar with new venture formation). Expertise was measured through a single self-report item that asked respondents to rate level of expertise on a semantic differential scale with anchors of "Novice" and "Expert." In addition, measures of expertise were captured with respect to cognitive attributes such as perceived ability and willingness, cognitions reflecting ability, and cognitions associated with opportunity fit, venture diagnostic ability, opportunity recognition, commitment tolerance, seeking focus, and opportunity motivation (Mitchell et. al., 2000: 992) . See quote at: http://www.babson.edu/entrep/fer/FER_2004/web-content/Contents/Summary.html
_________________________

Research Methodology Scale Construction
Experience was assessed using a 23-item scale. The list of experiences was generated from the literature pertaining to experience, previously tested questions (Reuber et al., 1994; Orser, 1997) and suggestions provided by two government agencies. All items were measured on a self-reported 5-point Likert scale, where 1 = limited management experience, 3 = some management experience and 5 = extensive management experience with 6 = "not applicable." Likert scales were employed for three reasons. First, in a review of self-evaluation experience / competency measurement scales, McGee and Peterson (2000: 24) report that Likert scales have been used consistently by researchers. Second, an earlier iteration of the instrument employed Likert scale measures that were piloted and field tested by a member of the research team and found to be satisfactory. Third, the Likert scale employed is applicable to the theoretical framework employed in this study. The scales employed are presented in Appendix A.
To estimate depth (years) of experience, respondents were asked to report on years of business management experience and years of business management experience in the present business. Drawing on Gasse (1977) and Newton (2001) , stage of firm was described as start-up, initial growth, fast-growth, mature, turnaround, and winding down. To estimate business owners' growth intentions, respondents were asked to indicate yes or no to the following question: "During the next two years, is it your intention to expand the size or scope of your business?" This scale was also developed, piloted and field-tested in earlier work by a member of the research team. 
Sampling
The sampling frame consisted of SME owners drawn randomly from a commercial database. The sampling was undertaken in two phases. Phase one entailed a fax-back survey administered in Spring 2001. Phase 2 entailed a follow-up telephone survey two and a half years later, in Winter 2003. Of the 1,002 respondents in the 2001 WEI sampling frame, interviewers in 2003 were unable to contact 234 respondents, and 60 potential respondents were no longer in business. Of the remaining 707 eligible respondents, 223 refused to participate, 142 failed to return any of more than three calls, and another 16 were eliminated for miscellaneous reasons. There were 326 telephone surveys completed, a 46.2% response rate among eligible respondents.
A comparison between the sampling frame and the original sample was undertaken to investigate survivorship and non-response biases. Using standard chi-square tests to examine the distributions of salient attributes (sales, number of employees, sector), there were no statistically significant differences (p-value of less than 0.05) in owner or firm characteristics between the baseline data available in the sampling frame and the corresponding attributes of respondents. 394 ORSER, CEDZYNSKI AND THOMAS _________________________ 6. Respondents were asked three questions pertaining to their perceptions of growth: Specifically, respondents were asked to indicate the likelihood of growth, i.e., how likely they thought it was that they would "expand the scope and size of the business in the next six months." A second question queried the extent to which owners thought growth was beneficial or determined based on value scores ranging from extremely good to extremely bad. A third question sough to rate the importance of growing their business. A Chronbach alpha test was undertaken to estimate scale reliability. The estimated Cronbach alpha was large (0.91). The growth likelihood question was deemed a reliable question for testing the concept of growth intention.
Empirical Findings
Respondents' attributes are summarized in Tables 1 and 2 . Male business owners accounted for two-thirds of the sample (67.3%). Approximately half of the business owners surveyed were less than 50 years of age with the majority falling into the 30-49 year age group; approximately 50% of respondents sought growth. Three-quarters of those surveyed had created or participated in the creation of the business. Of the respondent firms, 65% employed five or fewer full-time equivalents (FTE); 28% of the firms employed 5-20 employees or FTEs; and 7% employed more than 20 FTEs. The sector breakdown was not representative of the population of SMEs as a whole: respondent firms are relatively highly concentrated in the services and trade sectors, with few establishments in the goods-producing sector.
Modeling Experience
The purpose of this section of the paper is to arrive at a classification of experience and to uncover the latent underlying dimensions of experience. To do so, Mplus, a Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) software package, was employed to fit and test exploratory factor analysis models and structural equation models. The 23 experience items were assessed on the basis of the item-total statistics available in the reliability analysis. The item-total correlation for each variable exceeded 0.3. The high value of the Kaiser-MeyerOlkin (KMO) statistic (0.820) also indicates that the data is adequate for factor analysis. Table 2 reports descriptive statistics for the responses to each of the 23 experience scales. A high number of "not applicable" responses to questions measuring "high-level" experiences (i.e., electronic commerce, adopting new technology, and assessing industry information) were observed. The incidence of "not applicable" responses was surprising given that the sample primarily comprised established firms. It is interesting that these experiences were generally associated with technology. The number of non-applicable responses necessitated an assessment of the impact of the "not applicable" responses on the formation of latent factors. For example, almost half (43.6%) of respondents indicated that electronic commerce, defined as "buying and selling commercial goods on the Internet," was "not applicable to you or your firm." Approximately 40% of business owners (26.8%) responded that "adopting new technology," defined as "a leading-edge technology (e.g., business-to-business electronic marketing practices), was not applicable. Approximately two in ten respondents indicated "accessing industry information," "financial analysis," "using market research," and "software skills" were not applicable. Consequently, factor analysis was conducted under two scenarios. Under scenario 1, "not applicable" responses are treated as missing and the corresponding cases were removed from the analysis (n=103). Under scenario II, "not applicable" responses (denoted value 6) are converted to a value of 1, indicating "no experience" on the continuum defined by the 5-point scale. The assumption that business owners who provided "not applicable" responses to questions measuring their experience in specific areas of business have no experience in that area seems justifiable, given that the average scores for questions with a high frequency of "not applicable" responses is low, where n=309. For example, questions assessing experience in electronic commerce, adopting new technology, and accessing industry information, respectively, were 1.77, 2.18, and 2.30. Thus, the analysis conducted under scenario 1 provides insight into the dimensionality of experience for business owners who find "higher level" knowledge applicable to their businesses. The analysis under scenario II covers a wider range of business owners including the less sophisticated firms. Moreover, because of the listwise exclusion of the missing cases, the sample under Scenario I constitutes one-third of the sample used in analysis under Scenario II (103 cases vs. 309 cases). The comparison of results for both scenarios sheds light on the question of experience stability across a range of companies (e.g., theory and practice). Statistics on the data fit of the tested models provide valuable information for determining whether or not further efforts to develop a better scale are warranted.
Hypothesis Testing
The first hypothesis tested (H1a: Entrepreneurial experience is a subset of functional/ managerial and industry experience) was based on the assumption that experience reflects traditional /functional areas of business (e.g., finance, marketing, technology management, human resources, general management, operations management) and entrepreneurial experiences. To test this hypothesis, the 23 experience items were grouped into one of these six functional categories, each of which defines a different traditional area of business experience (marketing, financial and capital management, human resources, operations and technology management). Discrete CFA (i.e., confirmatory factor analysis method that takes into account data discreteness) indicated that the data does not adequately fit the six-factor solution defined by the functional or traditional disciplinary definition of experience. The high value of the chi-square goodness-of-fit test (ρ value <0.001) indicated that the factors did not explain the inter-correlations among the variables in the model. The Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) statistic (0.111) and the Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR) statistic (0.091) suggested that the model may require modification (Hu and Bentler, 1999) .
To examine the second hypotheses (H1b: Entrepreneurial experience is a unique stock of experience that is differentiated from functional/managerial and industry experience) the experience scales were grouped into three categories: managerial, functional and entrepreneurial. Again, the statistically significant chi-square test of absolute model fit (ρ value <0.001) coupled with the high value of the SRMR statistic (0.104) for the three-factor solution indicated inadequate data fit. Accordingly, neither Hypothesis 1a nor Hypothesis 1b was supported by the data. Although the significance of the chi-square statistic (which is sensitive to sample size and non-normality in the input variables), may not be the most reliable test to determine if factors fit the data well-the value of the SRMR statistic above .08 points to problems with the tested scales (Hu and Bentler, 1999) . Neither model accounts well for the correlations among variables. Lack of satisfactory fit of tested models continued to raise the question, what is the latent structure of business owner experience?
Scale reconstruction was then undertaken in two separate steps, first Scenario I (n=103) and then Scenario II (n=309). 7 The objective of this modelling was to estimate the fit measure corresponding to a simplified factor structure, as shown in Table 5 . First, exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was conducted to detect the presence of latent factors that can account for common variation in observed variables. The results are summarized in Tables 3 and 4 . Second, this EFA loading structure was converted into a structure in which small loadings were set to 0, and the larger loadings retained. Whenever individual items loaded on more than one factor, the largest item loading was retained. As a result, each of the 6 factors were characterized by a distinct set of items. In contrast to the EFA, 398 ORSER, CEDZYNSKI AND THOMAS _________________________ 7. The sample of 103 respondents included respondents who indicated some level of experience. The sample of 309 respondents included all respondents, including those who indicated the experience was "not applicable." In the latter case, not applicable responses were concerted to 1 = limited or no experience. The conversion was predicated on the assumption that business owners who perceived the stock of experience to be not applicable are less likely to seek this stock of experience and hence are more likely to have no or little experience. which allowed each observed variable to load on more than one latent factor, the CFA assumes that each observed variable is related to only one latent factor. The estimator selected for EFA is weighted least-squares (WLS) with mean and variance adjustment (WLSMV). This is an approved method to account directly for the discrete nature of the data. As described by Muthén and Muthén (2001) , WLSMV provides consistent parameter estimates and approximate tests for ordinal variables. Since it could not be assumed that the factors were uncorrelated, the promax rotation which allows for the correlations among factors is used to derive and interpret loadings. The scree plot of the variance associated with each factor showed a bend at the fourth factor indicated the existence of three large eigenvalues. However, a six-factor solution would be recommended over a three-factor solution due to the number of eigenvalues greater than 1. Although the three-factor solution offers ease of interpretation, RMSEA for the model (scenario 1 -0.091, scenario 2 -0.078) is above .06, which indicates inadequate data fit. Nevertheless, the three-factor solution is presented in Table 3 for scenarios 1 and 2 to show the basic structure of experience. Originally, the six-factor solution was not available for scenario 2 with all variables in the model due to a convergence problem. The problem was solved by dropping the variable measuring the level of owner's experience in professional networking. The decision to exclude that variable was based on low communality and a relatively low factor loading. The six-factor loadings for scenarios 1 and 2 are presented in Table 4 . RMSEA for the six-factor solution is 0.039 and 0.035 (for scenario 1 and scenario 2 respectively). The latent dimensions identified in the three-factor solution can be described as follows:
Factor 1 -Basic management experience consists of knowledge that can be developed on the job without formal education. Basic management experience includes small business management, small business regulation, operations management, project management, people management, professional networks, delegating, pricing, and supplier/client relationships. Factor 2 -High-level management experience are encounters that involve specialized areas of business knowledge such as finance and marketing. They seem to be essential for owners of firms operating in unstable, rapidly changing and uncertain environments. High-level management experience reflects business planning, financial reporting, accessing industry information, financial analysis, new product development, using market research, promotion and advertising, adopting new technology, accessing fields of knowledge, knowledge of industry standards, and access to sources of capital. Factor 3 -Technology management experience includes on-line communications, software skills, and electronic commerce. Variables measuring stocks of experience related to business planning and financial reporting tend to cross-load on two factors. Their highest loadings appear to be under basic management competencies in Scenario I and under high-level management experience in Scenario II. Variables pertaining to electronic commerce and new technology adoption load highly on technology management and high-level management experience.
The six-factor solution for Scenario II offers additional breakdowns of basic managerial experience to SME managerial experience and general experience. High-level experiences were divided into fiscal and marketing. Additionally, experiences that implicitly support innovation were clustered under a factor representing "entrepreneurial" experience. The latent structure of experience described by the six-factor solution appears as follows:
Factor 1 -SME managerial experience includes small business management, small business regulation, pricing, and supplier/client relationships. Factor 2 -General management experience is heavily loaded on operational and social and competencies and include operations management, project management, people management, professional networks, delegating. Factor 3 -Fiscal experience includes financial reporting, accessing industry information, financial analysis, industry standards, and sources of capital. Factor 4 -Marketing experience includes new product development, using market research, promotion and advertising, accessing fields of knowledge. Factor 5 -Technology management experience includes on-line communications, software skills, electronic commerce, and adopting new technology. Factor 6 -Innovation experience includes electronic commerce, adopting new technology, accessing fields of knowledge, and industry standards. Since the six-factor solution was derived from the three-factor solution, the variables that loaded on two factors tend to have high loading on multiple factors. Although the six-factor solution for scenario 1 (with 103 respondents) closely resembles that obtained for scenario 2 (with 309 respondents), a few structural differences make it conceptually less appealing. Table 5 presents the CFA model fit index based on the factor loading obtained in scenario 2 with 309 cases. To be able to compare theoretical (a model that suggests entrepreneurial, managerial and industrial experiential stock) and the empirical models with the same number of variables, no additional scale item which cross-loaded on more than one factor has been dropped. The results of CFA suggest a considerable difference in the data fit between theory-based and empirically estimated models. Both the RMSEA value and the SRMR value are smaller for the empirically derived models than for theorybased models. The empirically estimated six-factor model has the best model fit compared to its competitors. Surprisingly, when observed variables are restricted to loading on one latent factor, the six-factor solution structure offers only minimal improvement to the model fit compared to the three-factor solution. It should be noted that the model fit statistics for the empirically estimated models would be lower if the models were cross-validated with a sample not used in the estimation of item parameters. Given the high number of parameters in the model, the size of the data is too small for the exercise. However, almost identical factor structures in scenarios 1 and 2 suggest that both three-factor and six-factor solutions are stable. This finding helps to explain why certain studies report on three types of experience or solutions (Chandler and Jansen, 1992; Netwon, 2001; Lee and Tsang, 2001 ) while others document additional types of experience or competencies (Woolgar et al., 1998; Iles and Yolles, 2002; Hansen, Sondergard and Meredith, 2002; Van Gils and Zwart, 2004) .
Depth and Breadth of Experience
To examine the association between breadth (diversity) of owner experience and depth (years) of owner experience, a correlation analysis was conducted. Depth (years) of experience was significantly correlated with the factors underlying fiscal, SME managerial, and general management experience (corr = 0.219, 0.193, and 0.189, respectively) . Years of total managerial experience was also associated with marketing experience (corr = 0.094). There is no significant relation between depth (years) of total managerial experience and technology management and innovation experiences. A similar relationship was found between the various dimensions or types of experience and total years of experience in the present business. Given the weight of evidence, hypothesis 2 (Breadth [diversity] of owner experience is associated with depth [years] of owner experience) was partially supported.
Experience and Stage of Firm
Tests of Equality of Group Means were again employed to examine the third set of hypotheses (Breadth [diversity] of owner experience is associated with stage of firm development; and entrepreneurial experience is associated with stage of firm development). For the growth-and mature-stage firms, with the exception of technology management experience, no statistically significant differences in the stocks of experience occur across the primary stages, growth or maturity. However, owners of growth-stage 
Experience and Owner Intention
To explore if breadth (diversity) of experience is associated with owners' growth intentions and/or entrepreneurial experience is associated with owners' growth intentions, ANOVA analysis was conducted. At the variable level, adopting new technology, new product development, on-line communications, promotion and advertising, and software skills had the highest discrimination power between business owners who intend to grow and those who do not (p-value for univariate ANOVA ranges between .002 and .008). Consequently, owners who have relatively more marketing, entrepreneurial, and technical experience were more likely to manifest the desire to expand their business (p-value = 0.005, 0.07, and 0.010 respectively). However, although managerial (SME) experience did not provide a statistically significant mean difference between business owners with opposite intentions, it constituted the only dimension of experience that seems to be negatively related with the decision to grow. Hence, hypothesis 3-Entrepreneurial experience is associated with owners' growth intentions for the firm-was supported.
Discussion of Findings
The results of this study reveal the complexity of the latent structure of experience. The model identified here appears to be a combination of stocks of experience postulated by traditional domains as well as the domains of technology and innovation. A six-factor solution was developed that included experiences related to: the small business environment (i.e., business regulations, previous small business management experience, preparing business plans, pricing, supplier/client relationships); operational management that reflects managerial and social competencies (i.e., operations management, project management, people management, professional networks, delegating); fiscal experience (i.e., financial reporting, financial analysis, industry standards, sources of capital accessing, industry information); marketing experience (i.e., new product development or commercializing ideas, using market research, promotion and advertising, accessing fields of knowledge); technical experience (i.e., on-line communications, software skills, electronic commerce/procurement, adopting new technology); and innovation experience (i.e., electronic commerce/procurement, adopting new technology, accessing fields of knowledge, industry standards). This sixth factor (innovation) serves to identify further specific experience associated with the sometimes ambiguous dimensions of innovation. As such, the study does not support the hypothesis that owner experience can be delineated as functional, managerial and entrepreneurial, as described previously by Chandler and Jansen, 1992; Newton, 2001; and Lee and Tsang, 2001 . These findings also challenge the literature that suggests experience can be defined through functional or traditional management nomenclature (Orser, 1997; Zinger et al., 2001) , disciplinary domains that continue to underlie many educational training programs. "Entrepreneurial" experience appears to be both a subset of traditional disciplinary experience as well as a reflection of technology management and innovative experience. This observation is consistent with previous studies that identify technology as a unique competence of the business owner (Zinger et al., 2001; McCowan et al., 2001) .
There is no significant relation between depth (years) of total managerial experience and technology management and innovation experience. A similar relationship was found between the various dimensions or stocks of experience and years of business experience in the present business. It appears that some (e.g., fiscal, SME managerial, and general management) stocks of experience are more likely to be acquired over time; this is not the case for experiences associated with technology management and innovation. 8 It was surprising to the research team and funding agency that so many business owners considered experience associated with technology management and innovation to be "not applicable." Several rationales are advanced, speculation that motivates future research. Perhaps the very nature of technology management and innovation (e.g., unstable, constantly changing) results in a lower estimate of perceived experience by respondents in comparison to more static types of experience (e.g., fiscal and general SME management). Perhaps technology and innovation experience are considerably more difficult to acquire (e.g., necessitating scientific, mechanical or specialized acumen) and hence are far less likely to be a product of on-the-job learning or to translate into value-add for the enterprise. This argument is consistent with McGowan et al. (2001: 126) , who examined factors that influence the adoption of Internet technology within small firms. Adoption was hypothesized to be contingent upon the development of competencies such as vision, value, technical ability and control. Their results indicate that application was most often limited to information gathering. While some entrepreneurs displayed technical competence, the primary challenge "… came in contextualizing this general usefulness to the situation specific to the individual entrepreneur." Most respondents were not conscious of the value or benefits that the technology could offer their firm. Alternatively, perhaps technology management and innovation are better acquired through others' labour (e.g., employees, contractors, suppliers). This rationale is consistent with McGowan et al. who also found that many business owners draw from personal (often family) contact networks for technical competence.
This research also found that the growth stage of firm development was associated with technology management experience. No empirical link was found between stage of firm and the remaining stocks of experience. One-perhaps obvious-rationale is that the presence of technological experience is associated with relatively efficient enterprise and hence, firms that are more likely to survive or grow. Alternatively, perhaps the nature of experience associated with the acquisition of technology is similar to the knowledge required to manage enterprise growth (e.g., ability to adapt and/or learn; ability to synthesize and apply new information). Alternatively, perhaps most business owners simply underestimate the importance of technological experience and that it is those business owners who understand the value of technological experience that are most likely to achieve business growth. This latter observation is consistent with the findings of McGowan et al. (2001) , and our discussion about the high percentage of survey respondents who deemed technology-related experience to be "non-applicable." While future research is required to ascertain the underlying factors that influence owners' perceptions about technology management and innovation experience, these observations suggest that MODELLING OWNER EXPERIENCE: LINKING THEORY AND PRACTICE 403 _________________________ 8. This observation is not due to the apparent low level of interest by many respondents (e.g., 43.6% of respondents indicated that "electronic commerce"), as the analysis controlled for these responses.
industry associations and training agencies might alert stakeholders about the merit of training targeted specifically at technology and innovation.
Finally, there appears to be an association between owners who have acquired marketing, innovation and technical experience and the desire to expand the business. This observation reinforces research that reports that owner experience links to intention (Orser, 1997) . This observation also supports arguments that higher-level types of experience are manifested in owners that seek to grow the firm. For example, these owners have adopted technology and perceive a direct application of this experience to their business. They also understand how innovation (adopting industry technology, accessing new fields of knowledge, e-based commerce) is used to grow the firm. This result is inconsistent with that of Zinger et al. (2001) . Employing the four-factor solution of "activity" or capability (managerial, marketing, financial/operations and technological), marketing and financial/operations were positively associated with performance. Technological capability was not. It may be that intention is a filter that moderates the influence of technology. Alternatively, the measure of technology used did not fully capture the nature of the competence (e.g., the factor contained only one measure-computer technology). Again, research is required to determine the intensity and causality of this association. For example, does technological and innovation experience motivate owners' growth intentions or is intention the driver that assists business owners in acquiring experience required to grow their firm? Nevertheless, these observations encourage future work to test and measure the experience construct.
Study Limitations
Experience is but one of many cognitive influences on organizational performance. It is also yet to be determined the degree to which experience is predictive of future performance outcomes. As Reuber and Fischer (1995: 3) write, the use of past experience is limited to the extent that it is by definition "in the past and is the antecedent of present or future states." Readers are therefore cautioned that experience might be considered both asset and liability. As Smith and Morse (2005: 8) summarize: "While more experience can be beneficial due to improved self-efficacy and information processing capacity, it can result in the loss of creativity or innovativeness, which can be critical in a changing competitive environment (Reuber and Fischer, 1999; Starr and Bygrave, 1992) ." It should be recognized therefore that while this paper focused on the modelling of experience, future work is required to determine the relative influence of experience on competence and expertise.
This work was limited to a single informant, the small-business owner. While this is consistent with the respondent typology advanced by Fischer (1994, 1999) , it is also reasonable to assume that additional experience is provided to the organization through family members, mangers, advisers, etc. As such, future research should embrace an expanded sample, one that includes referent others such as members of the management team and advisors. In addition to the above research question, further study is also required to determine how experience is acquired.
This study employed a limited number of measures to estimate owners' experience and intentions. Future research might also employ different types of measures (other than Likert) in order to test further the reliability and stability of the experience indices. Future research might also expand the attributes ascribed to technology and innovation experiences given that these influences appear less likely to be acquired through on-the-job experience and yet are also associated with enterprise growth.
It is suggested that future research control for sector in order to better estimate the influence of technological experience on firm performance. Finally, there are several schools of thought about the merit of trait-based research. While scholars have called for research that examines the characteristics and attributes of business owners, others seek to ascertain the process and context that influence business decisions prior to examination of entrepreneurial outcomes (Aldrich and Martinez, 2001 ). This particular study was limited to the testing of previously defined experiences. Development of robust entrepreneurial psychometrics and diagnostics will benefit from multiple methods of analysis that encompass multiple perspectives, all in the context of a substantially larger study framework.
